T HOMAS HOBBES said, "To have friends is power: for they are strengths united" (Hobbes 1651, chapter 10) . Put simply, friendship entails interpersonal ties or bonds that are characterized by affection or esteem. Networks of friends provide distinctive lines of communication, channel the exchange of information and influence, establish a basis for interpersonal commitments and loyalties, and provide the social capital needed for goal attainment. Social scientists have explored friendship networks and their consequences in a variety of social and political contexts, from the Irish village to the urban community, from patron-client relations to the Mafia, and from the U.S. Senate to the U.S. electorate (see, for instance, Baker 1980; Boissevain 1974; Fischer Friendship and Votes: The Impact of Interpersonal Ties on Legislative Decision Making Laura W. Arnold, Rebecca E. Deen, and Samuel C. Patterson
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1982 ; Flap 1990; Huckfeldt and Sprague 1995; Leyton 1974; Schmidt et al. 1977) . In short, legislatures, like institutions generally, are social networks (DiMaggio 1991). These networks are not merely metaphors for influence exchange and cue sharing (Dowding 1995; Weatherford 1982) . The legislative network is, in fact, real, composed of strong ties of friendship, mutual respect, political loyalty, esteem, and prestige (see Caldeira and Patterson 1987; 1988; Caldeira, Clark, and Patterson 1993; Eulau 1962; Patterson 1959; 1972; Wahlke et al. 1962, 216-235) .
We provide evidence of the behavioral effect of interpersonal ties in a legislative institution, the Ohio House of Representatives. In early 1993, we conducted extensive interviews with almost all of the members of that body (N = 97). Among other things, we asked Ohio legislators about their legislative friends.
1 From the raw data in legislators' friendship choices, we constructed a relational variable depicting the pairs of legislators, or dyads, who chose one another as close friends. So constructed, the friendship variable includes all dyads that made a friendship choice, producing a data matrix with a rather large number of cases for analysis (N = 4,656) .
Understanding affective bonds is integral to understanding legislative behavior. To test this, we used the roll calls from the records of the 120th General Assembly . Dyadic agreement scores were constructed from these roll calls for those legislators for whom we possessed interview data. Then, we estimated a model of legislative voting that incorporates friendship ties as independent variables. In the regression analysis, we establish that friendship ties among legislators have an impact on the extent to which members vote together. These affective bonds retain some independent influence on voting agreement, even when other powerful influences-such as race, gender, or shared leadership and committee positions-are at work.
Friendship and Roll-Call Voting
We investigate what interpersonal ties may mean to the decision-making behavior of the legislators by examining the relationship between interpersonal ties and roll-call voting behavior. Indicators of interpersonal ties include friendship, along with multiple control variables to predict the level of roll-call agreement for the member pairs (that is, the extent to which members vote together). For each member pair, roll-call agreement scores were calculated; these calculations represent the proportion of votes in the 120th General Assembly in which the two members voted in the same direction. If either member was absent, the vote was excluded from the calculation. Thus, although the possible range is from 1 to 100, in fact the true range of the variable is from 59.3 to 99.9, because there was no perfect agreement or disagreement.
Beyond the realm of political science, there is plenty of evidence that friendship may influence the attitudes or behavior of individuals. Interpersonal relationships with others may give individuals access to information they might not otherwise have. Because knowledge and information are dispersed through the social network, location within a network influences the information that a person receives and, as a result, may influence how the information is processed (Pattison 1994 ). Thus, friendship ties are important because they influence the kind of information a member might receive. In addition, close friends are more likely than mere acquaintances to interact with one another more frequently and in a wider range of settings (Hays 1989) . This increased level of contact allows for the exercise of influence.
There is also evidence that friends tend to perceive the world and to evaluate objects and people in similar ways, a phenomenon often referred to as "co-orientation" (Newcombe 1953; Kenny and Kashy 1994) . In our case, it suggests that legislators who are friends will often evaluate legislation in a similar manner, which will result in higher levels of agreement in their voting behavior.
Expectations
Members of the legislature are not immune to the effects of friendship. Legislators who are friends are more likely to interact, share information, and see the world in a similar fashion than are members who are not friends. As a consequence, we expect that pairs of legislative members who are friends will have higher levels of roll-call voting agreement than those who are not. Additionally, because some of the predictors of friendship may have independent effects on shared behavior, we control for the myriad similarities of members and their districts. We also include variables to control for various personal and district similarities that may help explain levels of agreement. These include socioeconomic variables (gender and race), variables indicating status within the legislature (leadership position), attitudinal variables (ideology), and district characteristics (distance between districts). All of these variables measure the degree to which members share the characteristic or attitude in question.
In general, we expect the higher the level of agreement between members on the characteristic or attitude in question, the greater the level of voting agreement on roll calls for the pair. For example, we expect members with a similar ideological predisposition to have a higher level of roll-call voting agreement. Moreover, legislators from the same party ought to have higher levels of agreement. In fact, a joint party affiliation ought to account for a good deal of similarity in roll-call voting. Members who share committee assignments should show higher levels of agreement. Shared committee experiences mean members spend more time with one another and interact more frequently. Additionally, members who represent districts in close proximity (a rough measure of district similarity) are more likely than members from distant districts to have higher levels of agreement, although once a threshold has been attained, increases in distance will have a diminishing effect.
Our expectations about the effect of leadership on decision making are slightly different. We expect pairs of members that include one or more members of the leadership to show higher levels of roll-call voting agreement than pairs comprising nonleaders. In addition, we expect the level of agreement between pairs of leaders to be higher than that between pairs comprising a leader and a rank-and-file member.
The Model
To capture these relationships, we created two variables to measure leadership status. Shared leadership position is coded 1 when both members in the pair hold a leadership position; all other pairs are coded 0. Leadership position is coded 1 when the pair includes one leader and one rank-and-file member; all other pairs are coded 0. Consequently, the excluded category for considering leadership is pairs made up of two rank-and-file members. We expect both leadership variables to be positively associated with roll-call voting agreement. Our analytical model assumes- See Table 1 for the specific measurements of these variables.
Results
The results of ordinary least squares regression analyzing levels of voting agreement are presented in Table 2 . We use robust standard errors to correct for the non-independence of observations that may be associated with using dyads of members as units of analysis. The pattern of coefficients generally coincides with our expectations. The overall fit of the model for each party is quite good (adjusted R 2 = 0.49). All of the coefficients have the expected sign, and all but two are statistically significant at conventional levels.
Compared with the other variables in the model, friendship is not the strongest predictor. Clearly, party has the strongest effect on roll-call voting agreement, which is not at all surprising. However, friendship performs well, even though we have taken into account a number of other kinds of interpersonal ties. In fact, friendship has a stronger effect than several other variables, including shared ideological orientation, shared gender, and distance between districts. 
Roll-call voting agreement:
This dependent variable is scaled as the proportion of votes in the 120th Ohio General Assembly in which the members in the dyad voted in the same direction. Votes in which one or both members were absent are excluded from the analysis.
Friendship: The friendship variable is 0 when neither legislator names the other as a friend; 1 when one legislator in the pair names the other as a friend; and 2 when both legislators name one another as a friend.
Same political party affiliation: Coded 1 for pairs with the same political party affiliation and 0 if members belonged to different parties.
Shared ideological orientation:
Measured as distance between the members in each pair, using an additive scale. The scale was based on eight statements for which members were asked if they (1) strongly agree, (2) agree, (3) have no opinion, (4) disagree, or (5) strongly disagree. The following statements were adapted from Entman (1983, 180-181): 1. The rebellious ideas of young people contribute to the progress of society. 2. History shows that economic and social planning by governments in democratic countries can be quite beneficial. 3. Poverty could be almost entirely done away with if we made certain basic changes in our social and economic system. 4. Society should be quicker to throw out old ideas and traditions and to adopt new thinking and customs. 5. The government has the responsibility to see to it that all people-rich and poor-have adequate housing, education, medical care, and protection against unemployment. 6. The government should not interfere with the private behavior of consenting adults, even if most citizens consider that behavior immoral. 7. Industries such as electricity, mines, and railways should be owned and operated by the government, not for private profit. 8. To ensure adequate care of the sick, we need to change radically the present system of privately controlled health care. Pairs of friends demonstrate higher levels of voting agreement than do members who do not share the bond of friendship, even when numerous similarities between legislators and their districts are systematically controlled. A unit increase in friendship (meaning one member of the dyad names the other as a friend) is associated with nearly a 1 percent increase in roll-call voting agreement. If both legislators in the dyad name each other as friends (that is, a two-unit increase in the variable), there is an increase in agreement of more than 1 1 / 2 percent. In addition to political party affiliation, other interpersonal factors have a significant influence on roll-call voting agreement among Ohio legislators. As expected, members who are similar ideologically have higher levels of agreement. Legislators of the same race are more likely to vote together, as are legislators of the same gender. Legislators who share committee assignments are also more likely to vote together. A shared committee assignment is associated with approximately a twopoint increase in agreement. District proximity, our rough estimate of district similarity, also leads to higher levels of agreement at statistically significant levels.
The only results that do not accord with our expectations concern the relationship between leadership position and roll-call voting agreement. Neither of the variables measuring leadership position or shared leadership position is statistically significant. The lack of significance for the leadership position variable suggests that rank-and-file members do not vote with leaders at a higher rate, excluding the ties of party and constituency characteristics. There seems to be no premium on "following the leader." In addition, the fact that leaders do not exhibit higher agreement levels among themselves is demonstrated by the insignificant coefficient associated with shared leadership position.
Conclusions
In the nexus of factors influencing legislative behavior, shared political party affiliation has a dominant impact on shared voting behavior-an expected outcome. In the Ohio legislature, party affiliation does not completely anchor decision making; members do not invariably vote the party line. However, partisanship both circumscribes affective ties among members and, partly because of this, constrains the roll-call voting behavior of members. In a model of legislative voting, party is the overwhelming factor.
Notwithstanding the variables used to control for interpersonal linkages among legislators, it is interesting that in this analysis "pure" friendship-the factor of straightforward interpersonal choice-remains a highly significant predictor of roll-call voting agreement. It performs at the same general level as shared gender and better than shared ideology and district proximity. Because they help explain decision-making behavior, affective bonds hold a singular place in our conception of political institutions. 
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